the net additional ES&H impacts of involving the weapons plutonium in their operation); or
2. would not otherwise have operated (such as a reactor built expressly for that purpose).
In the second case, if the facility produces no other product, then the total ES&H impact of the operation must be charged against the plutonium disposition mission. If the facility does produce something that would otherwise be produced in other ways (such as electricity), then the ES&H impacts should in principle be compared to those of producing the same product in other ways. This may involve apples-and-oranges comparisons (such as comparing radiological effects of nuclear power to greenhouse effects of fossil fuels) that are so difficult as to be virtually impossible to undertake, so that it may be better simply to consider the total ES&H impact in this case as well.
Dismantlement
Dismantlement in general consists of activities that would not otherwise be taking place; therefore, their ES&H impacts must be charged completely to the reductions process. The main ES&H impacts of these processes are:
•   risks of nuclear or conventional explosions during dismantlement (neither of these has ever occurred, at least in the United States);
•   radiation exposure to workers in routine operations;
•   radiation exposure to workers or the public in the event of accident (such as an accidental nuclear chain reaction);
•   chemical exposures to workers and the public (for example, from the handling of hazardous materials in nuclear weapons or from burning conventional explosives); and
•   risks from disposing of a variety of weapons components as waste.en meeting the sorts of ES&H criteria listed and conducting similar operations at minimum cost. Since the costs of the most promising approaches, even with these ES&H criteria included, are low compared to other costs involved in the pursuit of comparably important security goals—and since failure to meet such ES&H criteria could lead to public rejection and court challenges causing delays long enough to have major adverse security consequences—resolving the ES&H-economics trade-off in favor of the ES&H goals should be an obvious choice in this case.
